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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-3, 7-9 and 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Harada et al. (US Pat No 5,057,220). 

Harada et al. teach a method for producing methane gas from organic wastes, which 
may include activated sludge (col. 3, lines 3-5 and 26-40), comprising: treating organic 
wastes with at least one of supercritical water and sub-critical water to convert the 
organic wastes into low molecular weight substances (col. 5, lines 9-30); separating a 
water phase from the treated substances (col. 8, lines 6-9; col. 10, lines 58-65); and 
subjecting the water phase to methane fermentation (59) for a period within the recited 
range (col. 5, lines 58-63), wherein the water phase includes acetic acid (col. 9, lines 
1 2-1 6) and adjusting one of treatment time or temperature for coversion of low 
molecular weight substances (col. 5, lines 16-20). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person liaving ordinary skill in tlie art to wliicli said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in w/hich the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-5, 7-8, 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Matsuzawa et al. (JP 2002-066507) in view of Harada et al. (US Pat 
No 5,057,220). 

Matsuzawa et al. disclose a method for producing methane gas from organic wastes, 
comprising: treating organic wastes with at least one of supercritical water and 
sub-critical (paragraph 0012) water to convert the organic wastes into low molecular 
weight substances (paragraph 0015); and subjecting the treated substances to methane 
fermentation (4; paragraph 0015). Matsuzawa et al. do not disclose separating a water 
phase from the treated substances prior to methane fermentation. 
In any event, Harada et al. disclose the well known concept of separating a water phase 
from a treated substance prior to anaerobic methane fermentation (59) of the water 
phase in order to, for example, remove substances likely to impede methane 
fermentation (col. 5, lines 32-48). 

Accordingly, it would have been readily obvious for the skilled artisan to modify the 
method of Matsuzawa et al. such that it includes the well known concept of separating a 
water phase from a treated substance prior to anaerobic methane fermentation of the 
water phase in order to, for example, remove substances likely to impede methane 
fermentation, as suggested by Harada et al. 

5. Claims 1-3, 4-5, 7-8, 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yamashita et al. (JP 2002-102870) in view of Harada et al. ('220). 
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Yamashita et al. teach a method for producing methane gas from organic wastes, 
comprising: treating organic wastes with at least one of supercritical water and 
sub-critical (abstract; col. 4) water to convert the organic wastes into low molecular 
weight substances (abstract); and subjecting the low molecular weight substances to 
methane fermentation (abstract). Yamashita et al. do not disclose separating a water 
phase from the treated substances prior to methane fermentation. 
In any event, Harada et al. disclose the well known concept of separating a water phase 
from a treated substance prior to anaerobic methane fermentation (59) of the water 
phase in order to, for example, remove substances likely to impede methane 
fermentation (col. 5, lines 32-48). 

Accordingly, it would have been readily obvious for the skilled artisan to modify the 
method of Yamashita et al. such that it includes the well known concept of separating a 

water phase from a treated substance prior to anaerobic methane fermentation of the 
water phase in order to, for example, remove substances likely to impede methane 
fermentation, as suggested by Harada et al. 

6. Claims 1-3, 5, 7-8 and 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Harada et al. ("Catalytic Wet Oxidation Process for Wastewater 
Treatment", from Applicant's IDS filed December 2, 2005) in view of Harada et al. 
('220). 

Harada et al. (IDS) disclose a method for producing methane gas from organic wastes, 
comprising: treating organic wastes with at least one of supercritical water and 
sub-critical (page 3) water to convert the organic wastes into low molecular weight 
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substances (page 5); and subjecting tine low molecular weight substances to methane 
fermentation (page 6; Fig. 4). Harada et al. (IDS) do not disclose separating a water 
phase from the treated substances prior to methane fermentation. 
In any event, Harada et al. ('220) disclose the well known concept of separating a water 
phase from a treated substance prior to anaerobic methane fermentation (59) of the 
water phase in order to, for example, remove substances likely to impede methane 
fermentation (col. 5, lines 32-48). 

Accordingly, it would have been readily obvious for the skilled artisan to modify the 
method of Harada et al. (IDS) such that it includes the well known concept of separating 
a water phase from a treated substance prior to anaerobic methane fermentation of the 
water phase in order to, for example, remove substances likely to impede methane 
fermentation, as suggested by Harada et al. 

7. Claims 1-3, 5, 7-8 and 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Inoue et al. ("Developing Wastewater Recycling Technologies by 
Catalytic Wet Oxidation Process", from Applicant's IDS filed December 2, 2005) in view 
of Harada etal. ('220). 

Inoue et al. disclose a method for producing methane gas from organic wastes, 
comprising: treating organic wastes with at least one of supercritical water and 
sub-critical (page 1 1 ) water to convert the organic wastes into low molecular weight 
substances (page 12); and subjecting the low molecular weight substances to methane 
fermentation (page 12). Inoue et al. do not disclose separating a water phase from the 
treated substances prior to methane fermentation. 
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In any event, Harada et al. (220) disclose the well known concept of separating a water 
pliase from a treated substance prior to anaerobic methane fermentation (59) of the 
water phase in order to, for example, remove substances likely to impede methane 
fermentation (col. 5, lines 32-48). 

Accordingly, It would have been readily obvious for the skilled artisan to modify the 
method of Inoue et al. such that it includes the well known concept of separating a water 
phase from a treated substance prior to anaerobic methane fermentation of the water 
phase in order to, for example, remove substances likely to impede methane 
fermentation, as suggested by Harada et al. 

8. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over any one 
of Matsuzawa et al., Yamashita et al., Harada et al. (IDS) and Inoue et al. in view of 
Harada et al. ('220). 

The primary references are described above. The references do not disclose the 
methane fermentation having a carbon digestion efficiency at the recited percentage. 
It is submitted that it is known in the art to break down complex organics into low- 
molecular weight compounds prior to a methane fermentation stage in order to increase 
the efficiency and purity of the methane produced (see, for examples, US Pat No 
4,722,741 to Hayes et al. and US Pat No 4,067,801 to Ishlda et al.) and It Is known In 
the art that residence time effects the degree of conversion, wherein conversion may be 
as high as 90% with a residence time of a few hours depending on the carbon load 
(see, for example, US Pat No 4,609,460 to Vellinga). Accordingly, it is submitted that it 
is well within the purview of the skilled artisan to utilize produce methane in such a way 
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that carbon digestion efficiency is at least 90% in order to, for example, degrade a given 
amount of carbon compounds. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed June 1 6, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection necessitated by applicant's 
amendment. 

Conclusion 

1 0. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to FRED PRINCE whose telephone number is (571)272- 
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1 165. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 6:30-4:00; alt. 
Fridays 6:30-3:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Duane Smith can be reached on (571) 272-1 166. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more Information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Fred Prince/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1797 

fgp 

8/19/08 



